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REMARKS 

Claims 1-2, 5-10 and 18-31 are now pending in the application. Claims 1-2, 5-6, 
18-21, 24, 26 and 28-30 have been amended herein. Claims 3, 4 and 11-17 have been 
canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. Favorable reconsideration of the application, 
as amended, is respectfully requested. 

/. OBJECTIONS TO THE DISCLOSURE 

The Examiner objects to the disclosure based on the informalities noted on page 
2 of the Office Action. Applicant has adopted the Examiner's suggestions as noted in 
the above amendments to the specification. Withdrawal of the objections is respectfully 
requested. 

//. OBJECTION TO THE DRA WINGS 

The drawings are objected to for failing to include the general reference label -- 
80- in Figs. 4A and 4B. Submitted herewith is a formal request for approval to add 
such label to the figures. Withdrawal of the objection is respectfully requested. 

///. REJECTION OF CLAIMS 6 AND 18-31 UNDER 35 USC §112, 2 nd fl 

Claims 6 and 18-31 stand rejected under 35 USC §112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for the reasons recited on page 3 of the Office Action. 

Claims 6, 18-21, 24, 26 and 28-30 have been amended as noted above to 
address each of the Examiner's concerns. The claims are now believed to be more 
definite. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

IV. OBJECTION TO CLAIMS 2, 4, 11, 18 AND 19 

Claims 2,4,11,18 and 1 9 stand objected to for the reasons noted on pages 3 
and 4 of the Office Action. As noted above, the claims have been amended in the 
manner suggested by the Examiner so as to further clarify the claims. Withdrawal of 
the objection is respectfully requested. 
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V. REJECTION OF CLAIMS 1-3, 9 AND 10 UNDER 35 USC §102(b) 

Claims 1-3, 9 and 10 stand rejected under 35 USC §1 02(b) based on Cook. 
Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

Claim 1 has been amended to emphasize that the present invention is unlike a 
conventional magnetron in that the re are not a plurality of resonant cavities witj iirvthe-A 
anode-cathode space. Rather, the present inven tion utilize^j_com mon resona tor 
which is coupled to the anode- cathode space by a plurality of waveguides. But for the 
openings of the waveguides into the anode-cathode space, ther e are no resonant 



Claim 1 has been amended to emphasize such features. Support for amended 
claim 1 is found, for exajTipjejnj^ gs. 1-4. 

Cook does not teach or s u ggest a source of electromagnetic radiatio njas-cecjled 
in amended claim 1 . For example, Coo/Ld^esj^otirjeju^^ 



recited in amended claim 1 . Ra ther, Cook merely includes radial vanes 16 wh ich define 
jBSQpa nt cavi ties 18. Slots_ 19 are used to cou ple,alternate cavities 18 to resonan t 
_cavity20. (Col. 2, Ins. 1-13). 

Moreover, Cook does not teach or suggesta surface of the anode includin g no 
openings to resonant cavities other tha n to waveguides couplin gjj^ 
gD^eJblhe^com mon resona lor-as-cesiie d in amend^ d^laimj Cook teaches at least 
half thejTujiiberjrfx^^ resonant cavity 20. 

R e 9§r^9 J ^!S!IIl_£^' 00 ^ does noUeacho/sjuo^ 
surface of the anode being greater than A, whejpJUsJbej«a.v.eleng^ 
frequency. 

Accordingly, Cook does not teach or suggest the present invention as recited in 
amended claim 1 and the claims dependent therefrom. Withdrawal of the rejection is 
respectfully requested. 



cavities. 
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VI. REJECTION OF CLAIMS 4-8 UNDER 35 USC §103(a) 

Claims 4-8 stand rejected under 35 USC §1 03(a) based on Cook in view of 
Sakiyami. Withdrawal of this rejection is also respectfully requested for at least the 
following reasons. 

Remaining claims 5-8 each depend from claim 1 either directly or indirectly. 
Consequently, these claims can be distinguished over the teachings of Cook for at least 
the same reasons given above. 

Moreover, S^yamij(k)esMoijmakeup for the deficjejicjejjn^o^. Sakiyami 



admittedly teache¥i/7jIiBg^s j^^ Sa kiyami does n oUejachjor_ 

suggest a pluraJity^ol^aye ^ujdes as rec ited i ajm.end.ed,claim 1^ ^^ r <_Sakiyam^ 
merely induces radial vanes 3,6 which define resonant cavities. 



Furthermore, Sakiyami does not teach or suggest a surfa^ jofjhejnode 
including no openings to resonant cavities other than to waveguides coupling the 
anode-cathode spa^ 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

VII. REJECTION OF CLAIMS 1 1-17, 18, 19, 21-25 AND 27-31 UNDER 35 USC 
§103(a) 

Claims 11-17, 18, 19, 21-25 and 27-31 stand rejected under 35 USC §1 03(a) 
based on Cook in view of Bums or Crawford et al. Withdrawal of this rejection is 
respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

Claim 18 has been am ended herein to emphasize another one of the features of 
the present i nventio n. Specifically, claim 18 has been amended to recite that a 
circumference of the pattein„of.N^lfectrj)jd^s_gMnin g the anode-cathode space is 
greater than^Ajjvhere A represents the wavelength of the operating frequency of the 
electromagnetic radiation source. S u p po rt f Qr_sufibjarjm nd ment jsfo u nd , for example, 
at page 1 6JinesM0^ 

The electromagnetic radiation source of claim 18 is different from convention al 
magnetrons in that it ^designed such that the circumferenc e of the a node surfa ce is 

substantially greater than the wavelength A. This permits an optical electromagne tic 

. • ^ 
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radiation source which is practical both in the sens e that it does no t require extremely 
h igrTmal?^ samesizejsaj conventional magnelroVused i n 
the 'microwave band, f or examp le. (See, e.g., Spec, p. 1 , In. 14 to p. 27ln. 17). 

Most notably, the electromagnetic radiatior LSQUjce^of claim 18 doe s not 
represent simply a scalingdownjDfJ^ 

magnetrons as disj^ojejyjiC^^ Thisj§_be cause the 

mag netron of claim 18 represents a different a pp roach to constructing a device which 
-h eretofore was not found in the prior art. Nor were the advantages associated with 
such a construction taught or suggested in the prior art. 

In rejection claim 9, the Examiner implies that Cook iea^esa^c^mtexmiSe^ 
the pattern of N electrodes defining the anode-cathod e space is greater than A. 
However, this is contrary to conventionaLmagnete Tl^eJsjTpJhjng ,in_C_Qi>Jf_ 

thatsuggests anythingjojhexjhan conventional design^ The same is said with respect 



to Burns and Crawford et al. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 18 and the claims dependent 
therefrom is respectfully requested. 

Furthermore, the various dependent claims may be further distinguished based 
on the particular limitations included therein. For exampl e, claims 2 0 and 26 have no t 
been rejected on substantive grounds and ^reJierefor-presumabLy-allowaJble^ 

Claim 30 refers to upper and lower mag netic pole pieces defining the upper an d 
lower parts of the anode-cathode as defining a waveguide bet ween the electrodes an d 
the commonj]ejoj]antcavity. (See, e.g., Figs. 5-7). None of the references teach or 



suggest such a waveguide linking the electrodes and the common resonant cavity. 

Claim 31 recites that the waveguide is an integer multiple of A/2 in length. The 
references also fail to teach or suggest a waveguide having such a length. 

Thus, withdrawal of the rejection of all the claims is respectfully requested. 
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VIII. INFORMA TION DISCLOSURE STA TEMENT 

Applicant is filing herewith an Information Disclosure Statement citing references 
recently cited in a corresponding international application. The claims are 
distinguishable over such references for at least the same reasons stated above. 

X. CONCLUSION 

Accordingly, all claims are believed to be allowable and the application is 
believed to be in condition for allowance. A prompt action to such end is earnestly 
solicited. 

Should the Examiner feel that a telephone interview would be helpful to facilitate 
favorable prosecution of the above-identified application, the Examiner is invited to 
contact the undersigned at the telephone number provided below. 

Should a petition for an extension of time be necessary for the timely reply to the 
outstanding Office Action (or if such a petition has been made and an additional 
extension is necessary), petition is hereby made and the Commissioner is authorized to 
charge any fees (including additional claim fees) to Deposit Account No. 18-0988. 



The Keith Building 
1621 Euclid Avenue 
Nineteenth Floor 
Cleveland, Ohio 44115 
(216) 621-1113 



Respectfully submitted 



RENNER, OTTO, BQISSELLE & SKLAR, LLP 




Mark D. Saralino 



Reg. No. 34,243 
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